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QUESTIONS PRESENTED 


Where the facts disclose that after examination, ap- 
pellant was adjudged competent to stand trial upon the 
charges of (1) assault with intent to kill and (2) posses- 
sion of a prohibited weapon with intent to use unlawfully 
against another; that upon the trial appellant’s counsel 
stipulated to facts establishing the corpus delicti of both 
crimes; that in addition, in open court, appellant admit- 
ted committing simple assault (a lesser offense included in 
assault with intent to kill), along with possession of a pro- 
hibited weapon, in the opinion of the appellee, the follow- 
ing questions are presented: 


1. Are not the facts set forth in the stipulation received 
into evidence in lieu of formal proof? 

2. Did these facts constitute a prime facie case of pos- 
session of a prohibited weapon and in conjunction with 
appellant’s statement constitute a prime facie case of 
simple assault? 

3. Were substantial rights of appellant violated by the 
court’s failure to mention the privilege against self- 
incrimination when appellant was represented by counsel 
and his statement could not work to his disadvantage? 
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BRIEF FOR APPELLEE 


« COUNTERSTATEMENT OF THE CASE 


On March 24, 1958, an indictment was filed in the Dis- 
trict Court charging appellant, Leon C. Rucker, with 
possession of a rifle with the intent to use it unlawfully 
against another and with assault with intent to kill 
Dwight M. Ellis (Rucker’s stepson), in violation of 22 
D.C. Code, §§ 3214(b), 501. (J.A. 1.) Rucker’s attorney 
advised him to plead guilty to possession of a prohibited 
weapon and simple assault. Because of his conduct in 
court when he was about to plead guilty and his conduct 
in a later personal interview, Rucker’s attorney moved 
for a mental examination of the defendant and the motion 
was granted. (J.A. 2-4.) 

It was found that the defendant was then “suffering 
from a long standing, chronic mental illness with episodes 


(1) 
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of Acute Psychosis, during which he [was] assaultive or 
aggressive due to his delusional thinking.”( J.A. 4). It 
was also the opinion of the hospital that Rucker was 
“psychotic, incompetent and incapable of participating in 
his own defense” and that “he suffered a mental illness 
at the time of the crime with which he [was] charged.” 
(J-A. 5.) 

Rucker was committed to Saint Elizabeths Hospital on 
June 12, 1958. On March 20, 1959, Saint Elizabeths de- 
termined that Rucker was competent to stand trial. 
Rucker waived his right to trial by jury and was tried 
by the court on May 4, 1959. (J.A. 8.) 

The charges on which Rucker was tried arose from an 
incident which took place at Rucker’s home on January 
27, 1958. Dwight Ellis, a junior high school student, was 
the son of Rucker’s wife and lived with Rucker. As it 
developed at the trial, it is agreed that at least this much 
oceurred: Ellis was standing about five feet from his 
stepfather when Rucker pointed a rifle in Ellis’ direction 
and fired it in order to scare Ellis. (J.A. 11-12.) 

Defense counsel and the Government had entered into 
a stipulation of certain facts in the case. After the 
Assistant United States Attorney had recited these facts, 
which included Rucker’s statement that he was going to 
kill Ellis and get rid of everybody in the house, the court 
asked the defense counsel to make his statement for the 
record. Defense counsel replied, “If the court please, all 
the facts as just stated by the attorney for the Govern- 
ment are true, according to what I am advised by the 
defendant, Rucker.” (Emphasis added.) (J.A. 9-10.) 
Rucker, however, when asked if he had anything to say 
about the stipulation, denied that he had told his stepson 
he was going to kill him and the whole family. (J.A. 12.) 
He said he “fired the shot in order to scare him.” (J.A. 
12.) Rucker’s attorney then presented evidence of the sole 
defense, insanity. (J.A. 13.) 

Doctor William J. T. Cody of Saint Elizabeths Hospital 
testified that the defendant had received a diagnosis of 
“schizophrenia reaction, chronic and differentiated type.” 
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(J.A. 13.) He also gave his opinion that the defendant 
was mentally ill at the time of the alleged offense and 
that he had not recovered at the time of his discharge 
from Saint Elizabeths but was still potentially dangerous 
to the community at the time (J.A. 16), and that Rucker 
was the type of person who can benefit from psychiatric 
treatment. At the conclusion of Doctor Cody’s testimony 
the court found Rucker not guilty by reason of insanity. 
(J.A. 16.) 


STATUTES INVOLVED 


Title 22, United States Code, Section 501, provides: 


Assault with intent to kill, rob, rape or poison. 


Every person convicted of any assault with intent 
to kill or to commit rape, or to commit robbery, or 
mingling poison with food, drink, or medicine with 
intent to kill, or wilfully poisoning any well, spring, 
or cistern of water, shall be sentenced to imprison- 
ment for not more than fifteen years. 


Title 22, United States Code, Section 504, provides: 


Assault or threatened assault in a@ menacing manner. 


Whoever unlawfully assaults, or threatens another 
in a menacing manner, shall be fined not more than 
five hundred dollars or be imprisoned not more than 
twelve months, or both. 


Title 22, United States Code, Section 3214(b), provides: 


Possession of certain dangerous weapons prohibited— 
Exceptions. 

(b) No person shall within the District of Colum- 
bia possess, with intent to use unlawfully against 
another, an imitation pistol, or a dagger, dirk, razor, 
stiletto, or knife with a blade longer than three 
inches, or other dangerous weapon. 


Title 24, United States Code, Sections 301(d) and 301(e), 
provides: 


Commitment of persons of unsound mind to the Dis- 
trict of Columbia General Hospital—Certification to 
the Court—Acquittal by jury on grounds of insan- 
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ity—Confinement in a mental institution—Conditions 
for release after confinement—Conditional release— 
Expenses—Writ of habeas corpus—Inconsistent pro- 
visions of Federal Statutes superseded. 


(ad) If any person tried upon an indictment or in- 
formation for an offense, or tried in the juvenile 
court of the District of Columbia for an offense, is 
acquitted solely on the ground that he was insane at 
the time of its commission, the court shall order such 
peeve to be confined in a hospital for the mentally 


(e) Where any person has been confined in @ 
hospital for the mentally ill pursuant to subsection 
(d) of this section, and the superintendent of such 
hospital certifies (1) that such person has recovered 
his sanity, (2) that, in the opinion of the superintend- 
ent, such person will not in the reasonable future be 
dangerous to himself or others, and (3) in the opinion 
of the superintendent, the person is entitled to his 
unconditional release from the hospital, and such 
certificate is filed with the clerk of the court in which 
the person was tried, and a copy thereof served on 
the United States Attorney or the Corporation Coun- 
sel of the District of Columbia, whichever office 
prosecuted the accused, such certificate shall be suff- 
cient to authorize the court to order the unconditional 
release of the person so confined from further hos- 
pitalization at the expiration of fifteen days from the 
time said certificate was filed and served as above; 
but the court in its discretion may, or upon objection 
of the United States or the District of Columbia 
shall, after due notice, hold a hearing at which evi- 
dence as to the mental condition of the person so 
confined may be submitted, including the testimony 
of one or more psychiatrists from said hospital. The 
court shall weigh the evidence and, if the court finds 
that such person has recovered his sanity and will 
not in the reasonable future be dangerous to himself 
or others, the court shall order such person uncon- 
ditionally released from further confinement in said 
hospital. If the court does not so find, the court shall 
order such person returned to said hospital. Where, 
in the judgment of the superintendent of such hos- 
pital, a person confined under subsection (d) above 
is not in such condition as to warrant his uncondi- 
tional release, but is in a condition to be conditionally 
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released, under supervision, and such certificate is 
filed and served as above provided, such certificate 
shall be sufficient to authorize the court to order the 
release of such person under such conditions as the 
court shall see fit at the expiration of fifteen days 
from the time such certificate is filed and served pur- 
suant to this section: Provided, That the provisions 
as to hearing prior to unconditional release shall also 
apply to conditional releases, and, if, after a hearing 
ard weighing the evidence, the court shall find that 
the condition of such person warrants his conditional 
release, the court shall order his release under such 
conditions as the court shall see fit, or if the court 
does not so find, the court shall order such person 
returned to such hospital. 


SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 


A judicial admission or stipulation is competent evi- 
dence for the Government in a criminal case. The right 
of confrontation may be waived by the defendant person- 
ally or through his attorney. There is no reason why 


the defendant may not make a judicial admission of the 
facts constituting the Government’s case, especially when 
he relies on the affirmative defense of insanity. 

The facts admitted constitute a violation of 22 D.C. 
Code § 3214 (possession of a prohibited weapon with 
intent to use it against another unlawfully) with which 
defendant was charged. They also described a simple 
assault, a lesser offense included in the charge of assault 
with intent to kill. Since the judicial admission was com- 
petent evidence from which a reasonable man could find 
defendant guilty beyond reasonable doubt, defendant is 
not entitled to acquittal. 

If it was error for the court to render a general verdict 
of not guilty by reason of insanity, it was harmless error. 
Defendant judicially admitted one misdemeanor with 
which he was charged and one misdemeanor included 
within the felony with which he was charged. Appellant’s 
defense of insanity upon which the verdict was based 
requires the same psychiatric treatment whether the ver- 
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dict was for one or several crimes, for felonies or mis. 
demeanors. 

It was not necessary for the court to warn appellant 
of his privilege against self-incrimination. Appellant, 
at the Court’s direction, conferred with counsel in the 
courtroom prior to making his statement. A prime facie 
case had already been properly stipulated. Appellant’s 
statement, however, incriminating, could not adversely 
affect the statutory result of the verdict he sought. 


ARGUMENT 


Introduction 


Appellant believes that this case presents the following 
question: 


Although admittedly insane at the time the alleged 
offense occurred, is the accused in a non-jury trial 
entitled to acquittal instead of being found not guilty 
by reason of insanity, when the prosecution fails to 
prove the essential elements of the crime charged 
in the indictment? 


The answer to this question is, of course, “Yes”. 


Both of appellant’s questions presuppose that in this 
case the Government did not prove the essential elements 
of the crimes charged. Appellant’s presupposition would 
be true if (1) a stipulation or judicial admission were 
not competent evidence and (2) simple assault were not 
a crime. 

The Government does not contend that the final agreed 
statement of facts showed an assault with intent to kill, 
but maintains that it shows a simple assault, a lesser 
included offense, as well as possession of a prohibited 
weapon with intent to use it unlawfully against another. 
In view of the uncontradicted evidence of insanity, proof 
by stipulation and admission of either offense is sufficient 
to support the verdict. 


T 


I 


The Stipulation Was Competent Evidence 
Against The Defendant 


A stipulation or an admission in open court is com- 
petent evidence. “A judicial admission is an admission 
of a fact, which relieves the other party of the necessity 
of introducing evidence to establish such a fact.”? “(I]t 
is fundamental that judicial admissions are proof pos- 
sessing the highest possible probative value. Indeed facts 
judicially admitted are facts established not only beyond 
the needs of evidence to prove them, but beyond the 
power of evidence to controvert them.” ? 

One of the purposes of a stipulation, and one reason 
why they are encouraged and favored by the courts is 
that they dispense with the necessity of proving uncon- 
troverted facts. Prestwood v. Watson, 111 Ala. 604, 20 
So. 600 (1896). In this case, Rucker does not deny that 
the assault took place. His sole objection is to the fact 
that the witnesses to the uncontroverted fact did not take 


the stand and meet him face to face. By his stipulation 
and judicial admission, appellant obviated the necessity 
for testimony with regard to the crimes. His uncontro- 
verted evidence of insanity at the time of the crime, 
therefore, required the verdict of not guilty by reason 
of insanity. Durham v, United States, 94 U.S. App. D.C. 
228, 214 F.2d 862 (1954). 


ane 


The Facts Of The Government’s Case May Be 
Stipulated By Defense Counsel 


A long line of cases support the proposition that a 
defendant may waive the right to be confronted by the 


1Restifo v. Pastor, 129 A.2d 533, 585 (Mun. Ct. App. D.C. 
1957). See also Royall v. Weitzman, 125 A.2d 680, 685 (Mun. Ct. 
App. D.C. 1956). (Statement by counsel in open court.) 


2 Hill v. FTC, 124 F.2d 104, 106 (5th Cir. 1941). (Facts ad- 
mitted in the answer to a complaint before the Federal Trade 
Commission.) See also 9 Wigmore, Evidence §§ 2588-95 (3d Ed. 
1940). 
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witnesses against him. Among other ways the right may 
be waived by failure to assert it in time, or by conduct 
inconsistent with a purpose to insist on it.’ 

In Diaz v. United States, 223 U.S. 442 (1912), the 
Supreme Court said: 


“(The defendant] is free to assert it [the right of 
confrontation] or to waive it, as to him may seem 
advantageous. That this is so is a necessary conclu- 
sion from the adjudged cases relating to the like 
right secured by the Constitutions of the several 
states and the Constitution of the United States. 
Thus, it is held that the right is waived where, by 
the consent of the accused, the prosecution is permit- 
ted to read in evidence the testimony of an absent 
witness, given in some prior proceeding . . . [citations 
omitted] or a statement of what such a witness would 
testify, if present, as embodied in an agreement made 
to avoid a continuance or to dispense with the pres- 
ence of the witness . . . [citations omitted] or the 
deposition of such a witness, taken within or without 
the jurisdiction . . . [citations omitted], People v. 
Murray, 52 Mich. 288, 17 N.W. 843. In the last case, 
which involved a conviction for murder in the second 
degree, the question presented and the ruling there- 
on were stated by Judge Cooley as follows: 


‘A chief ground of error relied upon is that the 
prosecution was allowed to put in evidence cer- 
tain depositions taken out of court of witnesses 
not present at the trial. The facts seem to be 
that the attorneys for the respective parties 
stipulated to put in certain depositions on both 
sides, and they were put in accordingly. This, 
it is said, was in violation of the respondent’s 
constitutional right to be confronted with his 
witnesses. But the court made no ruling in the 
matter; what was done was voluntarily done by 
the parties; the defendant had the benefit of the 
stipulation, and, for aught we can know, it may 
have been made chiefly in his interest.... The 
defendant undoubtedly had a constitutional right 
to be confronted with his witnesses. He waived 
that right in this case, apparently for his own 


38 R.C.L. par. 47, P. 89. 
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supposed advantage and to obtain evidence on 
his own behalf...’ * 


Appellant’s suggestion that the right to confrontation 
cannot be waived is, therefore, devoid of merit.° 

Equally unsupported is appellant’s suggestion that a 
waiver can be made only by the express waiver of the 
defendant personally and cannot be done through counsel. 
“A waiver by defendant’s counsel is a waiver by de- 
fendant.” ¢ 

The case of Fukunaga v. Territory of Hawaii, 33 F.2d 
396 (9th Cir.), cert. denied, 280 U.S. 593 (1929), was a 
capital case in which the defendant was a minor. The 
appeal from the territorial court was based on the alleged 


4223 U.S. at 450-51. See also Sullivan v. United States, 7 F.2d 
355 (8th Cir. 1925), cert. denied, 270 U.S. 648 (1926); 28 C.I.S. 
§ 1009; Annotation, 29 Am. St. Rep. 28, 45. 


5 The ability of a defendant to waive his right to confrontation 
has been compared to his ability to plead guilty. “It is not very 
unlike the right which every one accused of, and being prosecuted 
for, a crime, has to plead guilty and thereby waive the production 
of any evidence by the prosecution, and surely all agree that in 
such case, where a plea of guilty is entered, a court of competent 
jurisdiction has power to pass judgment and authorize the penal- 
ties of the law to be executed. Nor is it much unlike a case 
where the prosecution makes application for the continuance of a 
criminal cause on the ground of absent witnesses. Here the ac- 
cused may admit that such witnesses, if present, would testify to 
the statements set out by the prosecution, and consent to their use 
as evidence against him, and thereby secure a speedy trial. In 
such event the accused consent to the use of the evidence without 
being confronted by the witnesses, and yet we know of no case 
where such action had in good faith and not forbidden by express 
provision of law, was held to be in excess of the power of the 
court to permit.” State v. Mortensen, 26 Utah 312, 325-26, 73 
Pac. 562, 566 (1903). 


68 R.CLL. par. 47, P. 89. The treatise continued, “This rule is 
all but universal, though in some jurisdictions the right cannot be 
waived except by a defendant in person.” The case cited as an 
exception is Bell v. State, 2 Tex. App. 215, 28 Am. Rep. 429 
(1877), a case cited in appellant’s brief at page 12. The Bell 
case is also cited as an exception to the general rule in 23 C.J.S. 
Crim. Law § 1009, and in the Annotation at 129 Am. Rep. 23, 49. 
This case, however, has been overruled by Field v. State, 155 Tex. 
Crim. Rep. 187, 232 S.W.2d 717 (1950). 
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deprivation of the right to confrontation guaranteed by 
the Sixth Amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States. The court said: 


“The point urged is that, ‘The right to be con- 
fronted with witnesses testifying against him can 
only be waived by defendant personally and not by 
his attorney without the defendant’s consent,’ and 
that, appellant ‘being a minor and incapable of enter- 
ing into any binding agreement, there can be no pre- 
sumption that he consented to the stipulation’ 

It is so well settled that a defendant can waive 
his right to be confronted by a witness against him 
(Salinger v. United States, 272 U.S. 542, 548 . . .; 
Diaz v. United States, 223 U.S. 442, 449 . . .), that 
the case does not present any real substantial federal 
question essential to the jurisdiction of this court. 
The question comes within the rules stated by the 
United States Supreme Court in Equitable Life 
Assur. Soe. v. Brown, 187 U.S. 308, 311 ..., as 
follows: Where the federal question raised ‘is so 
absolutely devoid of merit as to be frivolous, or has 
been so explicitly foreclosed by a decision or deci- 
sions of this court as to leave no room for real con- 
troversy, the motion to dismiss will prevail.’ 


The court did not reach the question of how the defend- 
ant’s minority would affect any agreement he might have 
had with his counsel. 

Since evidence contained in a stipulation is competent 
to be used against the defendant and the stipulation may 
be made by defendant’s counsel, there is no reason why 
all the evidence may not be so stipulated. In at least 
two reported Illinois cases this actually did occur. In 
People v. Malin, 372 Ill. 422, 24 N.E.2d 349 (1939), the 
court said: 


“The testimony consisted entirely of stipulations as 
to what the witnesses for the People would say. No 
evidence and no stipulations were introduced by 
defendants. .. . 

Defendants contend the court erred in allowing all 
the evidence to be established by stipulation, at least 
without warning them of their constitutional right to 
meet the witnesses face to face... . 


1l 


We see no reason for holding the entire evidence 
may not be stipulated. The defendants were repre- 
sented by competent counsel and we must presume 
they thought defendants’ interests would not be prej- 
udiced by stipulating that the People’s witnesses 
would testify instead of having them testify on the 
witness stand. The court in such circumstances di 
not err in failing to warn them of their constitutional 
right to meet the witnesses face to face.” 372 Ill. at 
423-24. 


"The defendants in the Malin case were convicted of bur- 
glary and assault with a deadly weapon. The Illinois 
court followed the Malin ruling in a first degree murder 
case. People v. Pierce, 387 Ill. 608, 57 N.E.2d 345 (1944). 


Til 


The Facts In The Stipulation, As Amended By 
Defendant, Constituted A Prima Facie 
Case for the Government 


Appellant claims that he is entitled to an acquittal be- 
cause the Government did not present sufficient uncon- 
troverted evidence to make a prima facie case. Since a 
stipulation or judicial admission is competent evidence it 
becomes necessary to examine the stipulation in this case 
after appellant had denied certain parts of it. 

The only material fact which appellant denied was that 
he said he was going to kill the boy and wipe out the rest 
of the family. Both from the stipulation as recited by 
the prosecutor and from Rucker’s amendment of that 
stipulation it is apparent that Rucker pointed a rifle in 
the direction of his stepson while the stepson was just 
standing a few feet away. Rucker claims he did this 
merely to frighten the boy. It is clear that from these 
facts a jury could reach a verdict of guilty on a simple 
assault charge. 

Assault at common law is “an attempt with force or 
violence to do a corporal injury to another; and may 
consist of any act tending to such corporal injury, accom- 
panied with such circumstances as denote at the time an 
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intention, coupled with the present ability, of using actual 
violence against the person.”* Under 22 D.C. Code, 
§504 assault is a misdemeanor punishable by imprison- 
ment up to twelve months. Simple assault is a lesser 
offense included in the charge against Rucker, viz., as- 
sault with intent to kill. 

Rucker was holding the rifle with the intent to point 
it at his stepson and to fire it in order to frighten the 
boy. This is possession of the gun with intent to commit 
an assault. The intent mentioned in the statute under 
which Rucker was charged is not the intent to kill which 
Rucker denied. It is intent to use unlawfully against 
another, the intent which Rucker admitted. A jury could 
therefore also find him guilty of possession of a pro- 
hibited weapon with intent to use it unlawfully against 
another, ie., to commit an assault upon another. 

Thus, the Government did present sufficient valid evi- 
dence that Rucker was guilty of the misdemeanor with 
which he was charged as well as of a misdemeanor in- 
cluded within the felony charged. As previously stated, 
Argument I, supra, only proof of either of the charges is 
sufficient. There can be no doubt that the stipulation 
and admission of appellant constituted at least two crimes 
amounting to misdemeanors. 


IV 


If There Was Error In The Trial, It Was 
Harmless Error 


The court did not make a specific finding that the ele- 
ment of homicidal intent, which raised the assault to a 
felony, had not been proved. Granting that it had not 
been proved, appellant is in no worse a position now than 
he would be if the specific finding had been made. The 
doctrine of Hirabayashi v. United States, 320 U.S. 81 
(1943), has application here. Whether the court based 


7 Patterson V. Pillans, 43 App. D.C. 505, 506 (1915), quoted in 
Guarro v. United States, 99 U.S. App. D.C. 97, 237 F.2d 578 
(1956). 
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tts judgment on the prohibited weapon count, on simple 
assault or on assault with intent to kill, the result would 
be the same in the instant case. Whatever the number 
or the nature of the charges, a defendant found not guilty 
by reason of insanity will have but one disposition of his 
case. He will be released only when he has fulfilled the 
requirements of 24 D.C. Code, § 301 (e). 

Appellant was not prejudiced by the court’s failure to 
warn him of his right against self-incrimination. Before 
appellant spoke, defense counsel, relying on his recollec- 
tion of interviews with appellant, had made a stipulation 
of all the facts necessary for conviction on both counts. 
This stipulation was the evidence against appellant. If 
appellant had no affirmative defense those facts would 
have been sufficient to warrant a conviction of guilty on 
both counts. But in view of the nature of the defense, 
the statutory result of the verdict defendant sought, and 
the fact that the Government had no rebuttal to his de- 
fense, appellant could not prejudice himself no matter 
what he said about the charges, short of outright denial 
of both crimes charged, and their lesser included offenses. 
If he failed to say anything the original stipulation would 
stand and defendant would be committed under 22 D.C. 
Code $301 (1959 Supp.). If he denied everything but the 
assault or if he denied the assault but admitted posses- 
sion of the rifle with unlawful intent, he would still be 
committed under the same statute. The only way in 
which appellant could change the outcome would be by 
a denial of the whole incident and change the story he 
had given his attorneys® and perhaps others. (If he 
had done this, there is no doubt the court would have 
required the Government to produce its witnesses. A de- 
nial could not incriminate appellant.) That appellant 
was not desirous of denying the crimes in toto is clear 
from his admissions to the court, his silence during 
stipulations by his counsel, from the fact that two at- 
torneys advised him to plead guilty to the charges, that 


5 8 Original record, transcript of proceedings, March 28, 1958; 
A. 2. 


14 


one of these attorneys agreed with the Government’s 
statement of the case, and that this attorney raised only 
the defense of insanity. 

Thus, finally, this record reflects that at the time of 
trial appellant was competent to stand trial. He had 
received the advice of two lawyers. He intended to con- 
fess and avoid responsibility for his crimes. He made 
no objection to the method of proceeding. In fact, ap- 
pellant invoked, invited, and acquiesced in the procedure. 
He is estopped from taking a contrary position on 
appeal.® 

The verdict he desired of not guilty by reason of in- 
sanity was won. There is no suggestion he expected the 
verdict to be otherwise. No objection was made to the 
verdict or judgment at the time of their pronouncement. 
Therefore, the method of procedure is unassailable on 
this appeal. 


CONCLUSION 


Wherefore, it is respectfully submitted that the judg- 
ment of the District Court be affirmed. 


OLIVER GASCH, 
United States Attorney. 


CaRL W. BELCHER, 
DANIEL J. MCTAGUE, 
Assistant United States Attorneys. 


8 Johnson V. United States, 318 U.S. 189, 201 (1943) ; Dobbins v. 
United States, 81 U.S. App. D.C. 218, 221, 157 F.2d 257, 260, 
cert. denied, 329 U.S. 784 (1946). 
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